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The American Psychological Association (APA) accredits 
several explicitly Christian doctoral programs in clinical 
psychology. To what extent do these programs offer train-
ing in religious and spiritual diversity that students may 
nor receive at orher APA-accredired programs? A total of 
353 students from 5 explicitly Christian programs were 
surveyed using the same questionnaire used in a more 
general national sample of APA-accredited doctoral pro-
grams a year previously. Students in explici tly Christian 
programs reported receiving more training in religious 
Author Note: Correspondence concerning this article should be 
addressed to Mark It McMinn, Graduate Department of Clinical 
Psychology, George Fox University, 414 N. Meridian Sr .. #VI04. 
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and spiritual diversity and more training in advanced 
competencies regarding religious and spiritual issues in 
professional work d1an students in the general sample of 
AP A-accredited programs. At the same rime, students in 
explicitly Christian programs reported receiving less train-
ing in ethnic/ racial and socioeconomic diversity than stu-
dents in other programs. Diversity training implications 
are considered. 
The American Psychological Association's (APA) 
Commission on Accreditation accredits several ex-
plicitly C hristian psychology doctoral programs that 
are housed within distinctively Christian institu-
tions. Though the relationship between the APA 
and these programs has been marked with a degree of 
tension {see Campbell, 2011, for a helpful overview), 
the APA's Commission on Accreditation has accred-
ited several explicitly Christian programs and various 
reasons have been offered for why accreditation is ap-
propriate Oohnson & McMinn, 2003). Among these 
reasons is chat explicitly Christian programs are pre-
sumed co enhance diversity training related to religious 
and spiritual issues {e.g., McMinn et al., 2014). To 
date, this assumption has not been tested empirically. 
The APA has demonstrated an enduring commit-
ment to diversity training. including religious and 
spiritual diversity, through accreditation standards, 
ethics codes, and public statements. Still, it is increas-
ingly clear that most psychology training programs do 
not devote adequate attention to religious and spiritual 
diversity {Brawer, Handa!, Fabricatore, Robert.s, & 
Wajda-Johnston, 2002; H age, 2006; Hathaway, Scott, 
& Garver, 2004; Schafer, Handa!, & Brawer, 201 1; 
Schulte, Skinner, & Claiborn, 2002; Vogel, McMinn, 
Peterson, & Gathercoal, 2013). Doctoral programs 
housed in Christian institutions appeal to this need, but 
the argument begs the question as to whether explicitly 
Christian programs actually train students to deal with 
religious and spiritual diversity, per se, or to deal with 
committed Christian clients. Moreover, when explic-
itly Christian programs are reviewed for accreditation, 
it is not uncommon for questions to be raised regarding 
other forms of diversity training. especially those re-
lated to sexual orientation. The purpose of the current 
study is to compare perceptions of students at explic-
itly Christian doctoral programs with perceptions of 
students in a broad sample of AP A-accredited doctoral 
programs in various areas of diversity training. 
Though most religious expression in the United 
States {US) is Christian, a sizeable number identify 
with ocher religions, or identify as being spiritual with-
out being religious {Gallup, 2009). An increasing num-
ber of US residentS report having no religion {Gallup, 
2010), which also must be considered when discussing 
religious and spiritual diversity. It is likely true chat ex-
plicitly Christian programs help the US workforce by 
preparing psychologistS who are able to deal well with 
Christian clients-an important goal given the gap 
between psychologiStS and the general public regard-
ing religious values {Delaney, Miller, & Bison6, 2007; 
McMinn, Hathaway, Woods, & Snow, 2009). Still, it 
seems somewhat disingenuous to argue for APA ac-
creditation on the basis of diversity training if these 
programs are not, in fact, training students to deal with 
varied expressions of religious and spiritual diversity. 
The impetus for training psychologists to address 
the particular needs of chose individuals in the US 
with religious or spiritual commitmentS is not merely 
practical; it also ought to be considered an ethical man-
dace for professional psychologists in the APA. The 
Ethics Code (APA, 2010) clearly outlines guidelines 
requiring psychologists to provide services that are 
both aware of and sensitive to the religious aspects of 
their clients' cultural worldviews. Psychologists almost 
certainly need professional training in these areas of 
diversity, otherwise they risk practicing outside of the 
boundaries of their competence, although it remains 
unclear as to whether explicitly Christian programs ac-
tually expand these boundaries vis-a-vis non-religious 
programs. In addition, research shows chat in the ab-
sence of specific training in these areas, psychologists 
may employ religious or spiritual interventions in ways 
that are not thoughtfully incorporated into the thera-
peutic context {Sorenson & Hales, 2002). 
A number of previous studies have investigated the 
extent to which doctoral students in psychology are 
trained in religious and spiritual issues {Brawer et a!., 
2002; Green, Callands, Radcliffe, Luebbe, & Klonoff, 
2009; Russell & Yarhouse, 2006; Schafer et al., 2011; 
Schulte et al., 2002). All of these studies suggest cause 
for concern as religious and spiritual issues receive rela-
tively little emphasis in training. In the most recent 
published study on the topic, Vogel et al. {2013) gath-
ered survey data from doctoral students, interns, fac· 
ulty, directors of training, and internship directors and 
compared religious and spiritual diversity training with 
ocher forms of diversity training. In all, they collected 
data from 532 respondents from 50 doctoral programs 
and 60 internship sites and concluded that very little 
emphasis is being placed on religious and spiritual di-
versity training in doctoral psychology programs. 
How do the Vogel et al. {2013) findings compare to 
the experience of doctoral students at explicitly Chris· 
tian institutions? The current study is a replication of 
the Vogel et al. study, but at five explicitly Christian 
doctoral training programs in professional psychology. 
Comparing results from explicitly Christian programs 
with the broader sample collected by Vogel et al., we 
expected students at Christian institutions to report 
relatively greater training emphasis in religious and 
spiritual diversity issues than other programs in clini-
cal psychology. We did not expect differences berween 
samples in other areas of diversity training. 
Methods 
Procedure 
To facilitate a multisite study, a team of collabo-
rators at four explicitly Christian APA-accrediced 
psychology doctoral programs was assembled. A fac-
ulty member at an additional Christian APA-accred-
ited psychology doctoral program agreed to help col-
lect data but opted not to be a collaborator on the 
study. After review boards at the various institutions 
approved the study, students were invited to partici-
pate in the study. In most cases, the survey instrument 
was distributed in classrooms and then collected at a 
later time. No identifYing information was collected 
from respondents, making their responses anonymous. 
In order to foster collaboration among programs, all 
co-investigators agreed that the data obtained would 
not be used to compare specific Christian programs 
with other programs. As such, all data are reported in 
the aggregate. 
Participants 
The four collaborators provided the number of stu-
dents currently studying on campus in their doctoral 
clinical psychology program(s) (predoctoral interns 
were excluded), resulting in a total of 455 potential re-
spondentS. The number of potencial students at each 
of these schools ranged from 90 to 160. In addition, 
a colleague at another Christian doctoral program in 
clinical psychology offered to distribute 50 survey 
packets to a subset of students studying at that insti· 
tution, resulting in a total of 505 potential respon· 
dents. Completed questionnaires were obtained from 
353 doctoral students, for an overall response rate 
of70%. 
Among the 353 respondents, 67.5% were female. 
Approximately nvo-thirds (67.6%) reported a European 
American ethnicity, with another 11.9% being Asian 
American, 4.3% African American, 7.7% Hispanic/ 
Latino/a, 0.9% Native American, 4.5% Multiracial, 
and 3.0% Other. Just over half (57.3%) reported being 
trained in a practitioner-scholar model with most of the 
remaining respondentS (34.2%) reporting a scientist· 
practitioner model. The distribution among years of 
training was quite even, with 25.8% of respondents be-
ing in the first year of training. 26.5% in the second year, 
26.7% in the third year, and 19.9% in the fourth or fifth 
year. The average age of respondents was 27.25 years 
(standard deviation of 4.98), ranging from 21 to 54. 
The comparison group consisted of 129 studentS 
at 50 different APA-accredited doctoral programs 
in clinical or counseling psychology from a study re-
ported by Vogel et al. (2013). Respondents in the cur· 
rene study completed the same questionnaire as was 
used for the comparison sample. Only one program in 
Vogel et al.'s sample was an explicitly Christian pro· 
gram. Only 11 studencs in the current study came from 
the explicitly Christian program included in the Vogel 
et al study. Though both srudies used anonymous data 
collection methods, we can be quite confident that the 
samples were independent because the data for the 
two samples were collected two years apart (201 I and 
2013) and because all of the 11 respondents from the 
school in question were in their second and third years 
of training for the current study. These students would 
have not been in the program yet, or in their first year 
of training during the Vogel et al. study (and very few 
first year studenrs were surveyed in that srudy). 
Though Vogel et al. (2013) collected data from doc-
toral studentS, faculty, training directors, and interns, 
only studenr respondents from that study were used in 
order to allow for a reasonably close comparison with 
the student data collected in the currenr study. Several 
differences were noted between the students sampled 
from explicitly Christian schools and the studenrs in 
the comparison group. Students from explicitly Chris-
tian schools were younger (26.63 years) than students 
in the comparison group (28.91 years), t (473) = 4.52, 
p < .001, d = 0.45. Accordingly, srudenrs in explicitly 
Christian programs had been in their programs fewer 
years (2.25 years) than srudencs in the comparison 
group (3.18 years), t ( 470) = 7.84,p < .001, d = 0.78. In 
addition, fewer students from explicitly Christian pro-
grams were female (64.1% as compared to 76.7% in the 
comparison group), )(l (I, N = 477) = 6.88, p = .008. 
Students in explicitly Christian programs were also less 
likely tO be European American (62.8%, as compared 
to 80.5% in the comparison group), )(l (1, N = 469) = 
13.33, p < .00 1. Finally, students in explicitly Christian 
programs were more likely to report being trained in a 
practitioner-scholar model (72.6%) whereas more stu· 
dents in the comparison group reported being trained 
in a scientist-practitioner model (69.8%), )(l (1, N = 
443) = 98.09, p < .001. Because of these differences, 
demographic variables were used as covariates in sub-
sequent analyses. 
Instruments 
The same survey instruments used by Vogel et al. 
(2013) were used for this study, with each respondent 
randomly selected to receive one of nvo forms of the 
questionnaire. Form A of the questionnaire asked 
about training in religious diversity whereas the Form 
B used the term spiritual diversity. The items were 
identical on the two forms except the words "religious" 
or "religion" in Form A were replaced with "spiritual" 
or "spirituality" in Form B. Vogel et al. found no dis-
tinction in how respondents answered questions on 
Form A and Form B and combined results on the nvo 
forms for purposes of analysis. These two versions were 
included in case respondents were to perceive training 
in religion differently than training in spirituality. 
Respondents answered a total of 28 items, which 
were divided into three sets of questions: Perceived Ef-
fectiveness of Diversity Training, Advanced Compe-
tencies in Religious/Spiritual Diversity, and Methods 
of Training in Religious/Spiritual Diversity. The Per-
ceived Effectiveness of Diversity Training section was 
comprised of seven items on a 5-point Liken-type scale 
ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Re-
spondents were asked to rate the extent to which their 
training program is equipping them with knowledge 
and skills in seven forms of diversity (gender, ethnic/ 
racial, sexual orientation, age, disabilities, socioeco-
nomic, religious/spiritual). The Advanced Compe-
tencies in Religious/Spiritual Diversity section was 
comprised of 12 items examining advanced compe-
tency in either religious or spiritual diversity (e.g., "case 
conceptualization in light of clients' religious values"), 
using the same Liken-type scale as was used in the 
flrst section. The Methods ofTraining in Religious/ 
Spiritual Diversity section requested the information 
about how diversity training is accomplished in the 
respondents' doctoral training program. This section 
contained nine items (coursework; advisers and men-
tors; practicum experiences; peer interaction; personal 
therapy; didactics, seminars, and/ or grand rounds; 
extracurricular pursuits; research; other) on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale ranging from Never to Always. 
Results 
A number of tests were used to investigate differ-
ences both within the sample of students from explic-
itly Christian programs and between these students 
and the comparison group. To control for Type I error, 
and because the sample size was deemed large enough 
to have minimal risk of Type II error, a conservative 
alpha of .01 was used for all analyses. 
Religious and Spiritual Diversity 
Vogel et al. (2013) discovered that students re-
sponded in similar ways whether receiving the religious 
diversity or spirirual diversity version of the question-
naire, so they combined results for the two question-
naires in their analyses. Similarly, respondents in the 
current study responded similarly to the two versions 
of the questionnaire. This was determined by comput-
ing a mixed model multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) with the two forms of the question-
naire as the between-groups factor and the seven items 
in the Perceived Effectiveness of Diversity Training 
section as the repeated-measures factor. Repeated-
measures differences were found, indicating that stu-
dents reported being trained better in some forms of 
diversity than others, Wilks' 'A (6, 469) = .48,p < .001, 
but no between-group differences were found, F (I, 
474) = 0.37,p =.54. The same pattern emerged when 
the 12 items in the Advanced Competencies in Reli-
gious/Spiritual Diversity section were compared in a 
similar mixed model MANOVA. That is, significant 
repeated-measures differences were observed for the 
12 items, Wilks' 'A (11, 465) = .37,p < .001, but no be-
tween-groups differences were observed, F ( 1, 475) = 
l.65,p = .20. Given that no differences were observed 
between those responding to religious diversity and 
those responding to spiritual diversity, all responses 
were combined for subsequent analyses. 
Importance of Religion and Spirituality 
Respondents were asked to rate the importance of 
religion to them on a 5-point Likert-rype scale ranging 
from 1 (Not at all important; I have none) to 5 (Ex-
tremely important; It is the center of my life). Similarly, 
participants were asked to rate the importance of spiri-
tuality in their life, using a similar scale. An analysis of 
covariance (ANCOV A) was used to compare samples 
on both importance of religion and spirituality. Co-
variates included the demographic variables where the 
two samples differed. In the case of the ethnicity and 
training model variables, the nominal data collected 
were transformed into binary dummy variables so 
that they could meet the assumptions of ANCOV A. 
Respondents in explicitly Christian doctoral pro-
grams were substantially higher on both ratings than 
respondents in the more general sample from Vogel 
et al. (2013). Among students in explicitly Christian 
programs the average importance of religion was 4.26 
(SD = 0.82) as compared to the comparison sample 
where the importance of religion was 2.60 (SD = 1.41 ), 
F(1, 426) = 127.32,p < .001, d = 1.44. No covariate 
effects were observed. Students in explicitly Chris-
tian programs rated the importance of spirituality as 
4.23 (SD = 0.96) whereas the general sample aver-
aged 3.38 (SD = 1.25), F(I, 426) = 33.32, p < .001, d 
= 0.76. A covariate effect was observed, with reported 
importance of spirituality increasing slightly with age, 
F( 1, 426) = 1 0.53, p = .00 1, r = .075. 
Perceived Effectiveness of Diversity T raining 
To determine if perceived differences in diversity 
training exist both within types of diversity training and 
between the two samples of srudents, a mixed model 
multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) 
was computed with the seven types of diversity as the 
repeated-measures variable and the two samples as 
the between-groups variable. The same covariates as 
described previously were used. Though overall dif-
ferences were not observed between the two samples, 
F(l, 424) = 0.61,p = .44, a significant interaction effect 
was found, Wilks'/.. (6, 419) = .84,p < .001. This sug-
gests that students in both the explicitly Christian and 
general samples perceive a similar amount of overall di-
versity training, but the specific diversities in which they 
are best trained vary between the samples. These differ-
ences justified a proftle analysis where the mean ratings 
of the seven diversities were rank ordered and then each 
mean was compared with the adjacent mean. Results 
of the profile analysis are reported in Table 1. Based on 
these overall MANOV A results, we followed up with 
a series of independent samples t-tests to compare the 
two samples on the seven areas of diversity. Results are 
reported in Table 1. 
Two covariate by repeated-measures interactions 
were also observed. Reported exposure to different 
forms of diversity was different among students in dif-
ferent years of training, Wilks'). ( 6, 419) = .95, p = .002. 
It makes intuitive sense that diversity training would 
vary with years of training, which may or may not be 
TABLE 1 
Perceived Effectiveness of Diversity Training by Sample 
related co the hypothesis of this study. To test chis we 
computed a 2 x 4 analysis of variance (ANOV A) with 
the sample and the year of training as independent vari-
ables and religious diversity training as the dependent 
variable. As expected, a main effect was found for the 
sample, F(l, 462) = 58.22, p < .001. No main effect 
was found for year in training, and no interaction effect 
was found. Also, reported diversity training differed by 
training model, Wilks' A ( 6, 419) = 2.87, p = .009. A 
2 x 2 AN OVA was computed to see if this is relevant to 
religious diversity training. The sample and the training 
model were used as independent variables and religious 
diversity training as the dependent variable. The ex-
peered main effect was found for rhe sample, F( 1, 437) 
= 29.75, p < .00 1. No main effect was found for training 
model, and no interaction effect was observed. 
Advanced Competencies in Religious/Spiritual 
Diversity 
A similar procedure was followed for the 12 ad-
vanced religion/spirituality competencies. As with 
areas of diversity, differences were observed in the re-
peated-measures by sample interaction, Wilks' A (11, 
415) = .85, p < .001, justifying a proftle analysis (see 
Table 2). Overall differences were observed between 
My training institution has equipped 
doctoral students with knowledge of and 
skills for issues related co ... 
Explicitly Christian 
Programs 
General Sample 
(Vogel er al., 2013) 
(n = 129) 
Group 
(N= 348) 
religious/spiritual diversity 4.06 
ethnic and racial diversity 3.99 
gender diversity 3.67' 
socioeconomic diversity 3.66 
sexual orientation diversity 3.45' 
age diversity 3.25' 
diversity pertaining co disabilities 3.13' 
3.26 
4.32 
3.73 
4.03 
3.66 
3.32 
3.36 
D ifferences• 
t = 7.8l,p < .001 
d= 0.81 
t = 4.16,p < .001 
d= 0.45 
No differences 
t = 3.94,p < .001 
d = 0.41 
No differences 
No differences 
No differences 
Nou. Possible scale responses for each item range from I coS. with I =Strongly Disagree, 2 =Disagree. 3 =Neutral, 4 =Agree, and S = 
Strongly Agree. Items arranged in descending order based on ratings of students in explicitly Christian programs. 
'Compares srudenrs from explicitly Christian programs with students from rhe general sample using an independent sa.mples t-test. Both the 
within-group and between-groups tests were conducted with a conservative alpha ofO.O I to control for Type I error. 
'p < .0 I. Item rating is significantly lower than the preceding item, using a paired-samples /·test. 
TABLE2 
Advanced Competencies in Religious/Spiritual Diversity 
My training institution has 
equipped doctoral students with 
knowledge of and skills for issues related to ... 
ethical guidelines and professional standards for religion. 
case conceptualization in light of clients' religious values. 
considering religion when determining if behavior is abnormal. 
countertransference issues with religiously committed clients. 
self-reflective practices during work with religious clients. 
assessment methods that consider religion in clients' lives. 
implementing religious interventions in clinical work. 
conducting research that is sensitive to religious diversity. 
views of personhood from the perspectives of major religions. 
consultation skills related to religious diversity. 
interdisciplinary collaboration with religious leaders. 
understanding the major world religions. 
Explicitly 
Christian 
Programs 
(N= 348) 
4.15 
4.02. 
3.87' 
3.75 
3.73 
3.66 
3.59 
3.56 
3.38· 
3.30 
3.02 
2.98 
General 
Sample 
(Vogel eta!., 2013) 
(n = 129) 
3.05 
3.24 
3.69 
2.48 
2.72 
2.68 
2.24 
2.94 
2.74 
2.56 
2.18 
2.43 
Group 
Differences • 
t= 12.60.p < .001 
d= 1.18 
t= 8.63,p < .001 
d= 0.85 
No differences 
t = 12.98.p < .001 
d= 1.30 
t = 10.65.p < .001 
d= 1.06 
t = 9.60,p < .001 
d=l.01 
t = 13.24,p < .001 
d= 1.36 
t = 5.96,p < .001 
d= 0.59 
t= 6.l2,p < .001 
d= 0.63 
t = 7.45,p < .001 
d= 0.77 
t = 8.25,p < .001 
d = 0.86 
t = 5.38,p < .001 
d= 0.56 
Note. Possible scale responses for each item range from 1 co 5. with I =Strongly Disagree, 2 =Disagree. 3 = Ntutral, 4 =Agree, and 5 = 
Strongly Agree. Items arranged in descending order based on ratings of students in explicitly Christian programs. 
•Compares students from explicitly Christian programs with students from the general sample using an independent samples /·test. Both the 
wichin·group and bccwccn·groups tests were conducted with a conservative alpha ofO.OI to control for Type I error. 
• p < .0 l. Item rating is significantly lower than the preceding item, using a prure.d·samples Hesr. 
samples, F(l, 425) = 115.57,p < .001. As seen in Table 
2, many of the items show very large effect sizes be-
tween the two samples. Overall, students in explicitly 
Christian programs report receiving more training in 
these advanced competency areas chan students in the 
general sample of APA-accredited programs. A covari-
ate by repeated-measures interaction was observed for 
year in training, Wilks' A. (6, 415) = .94,p = .007, in-
dicating that some forms of advanced training in reli-
gious issues occur earlier in training than other forms 
of advanced training. 
M ethods ofT raining in Religious/Spiritual 
Diversity 
Finally, a similar MANOV A was computed for the 
first eight methods of diversity-training questions. The 
final question in this section was t itled, "Other" and 
required respondents to write in an additional method 
of training not covered in the other eight items. Be-
cause only 49 participants provided a response to chis 
item, and because their responses were nor uniform, 
chis final item was omitted from the MAN OVA. Dif-
ferences were observed in the repeated-measures by 
sample interaction, Wilks' 'A {7, 355) = .81,p < .001, 
justifying a profile analysis (see Table 3). Overall dif-
ferences were observed between sam pies, F{ 1, 361) = 
64.18,p < .001. As seen in Table 3, many of the items 
show very large effect sizes between the two samples. 
Overall, students in explicitly Christian programs re-
port receiving more training in religious and spiritual 
diversity than students in the general sample of APA-
accredited programs. No covariate effects were ob-
served. 
Discussion 
Based on student report, it appears that explicitly 
Christian programs provide diversity training in re-
ligious and spiritual issues that surpasses other APA-
accredited doctoral programs. This is a consistent find-
ing seen in overall diversity training ratings, advanced 
competencies in religious and spiritual issues, and re-
ported methods of training. Based on student report, 
this religious and diversity training appears to apply 
TABLE 3 
Methods ofT raining in Religious/Spiritual Diversity 
At your training institution, please indicate how frequently 
you believe the foUowing sources oflearning are used to 
prepare doctoral students for professional work with respect 
to religious/spiritual diversity 
Courscwork (e.g., assigned readings, class projects) 
Advisers and Mentors 
Peer Interaction (e.g., srudem-led dialogue:, peer feedback) 
Practicum Experiences (e.g., supervision, client contact) 
Didactics, Seminars, and/or Grand Rounds 
Extracurricular Pursuits (e.g., conferences, voluntary readings) 
Personal Therapy 
Research (e.g., peer-reviewed arcicles} 
across religious traditions, and not just with C h ris-
tian clients. At the same time, students in explicitly 
Christian training programs report receiving relatively 
less diversity training than other APA-accredited pro-
grams in areas of ethnic/racial diversity and socioeco-
nomic diversity. No differences were reported in diver-
sity training related to gender, sexual orientation, age, 
or disabilities. 
T raining Implications 
T hroughout the past decade a number of research-
ers have been calling for greater attention to religious 
and spiritual issues in APA-accredited doctoral pro-
grams (Brawer et al., 2002; Hage, 2006; H athaway et 
al., 2004; Schulte et al., 2002; Vogel et al., 2013). The 
APA now has many training resources available, in-
cluding published books and videos, but religious and 
spiritual diversity training still appears to be lagging 
behind other forms of diversity training (Vogel et al., 
2013). Perhaps the best news from the current study 
Explicidy 
Christian 
Programs 
(N = 348} 
3.98 
3.79. 
3.72 
3.49· 
3.44 
3.40 
3.34 
3.32 
General Sample 
(Vogel et al., 2013) 
(n = 129} 
2.73 
2.78 
3.00 
3.17 
2.48 
2.81 
2.04 
2.81 
Group 
Differences' 
t = 13.56.p < .001 
d= 1.30 
t = 10.03,p < .001 
d= 1.01 
t = 7.80,p < .001 
d= 0.75 
t = 2.94,p = .003 
d= 0.30 
t = 9.89,p < .001 
d= 1.05 
t= 5.97,p < .001 
d= 0.59 
t = 10.36.p < .001 
d= 1.16 
t= 5.38,p < .001 
d = 0.55 
Note. Possible scale responses for each item range from I ro 5. with I =Strongly DiJagree, 2 = DiJagree. 3 =Neutral, 4 = Agru, and 5 = 
Strongly Agree. lcems arranged in descending order based on ratings of srudenrs in explicitly Christian programs. 
'Compares srudencs from explicidy Christian programs with srudencs from rhe general sample using an independent samples t-tesr. Both rhe 
wirhin·group and berween·groups rests were conducted with a conservative alpha ofO.O I to control for Type I error. 
• p < .0 I. Item raring is significantly lowerrhan rhe preceding irem, using a paircd·samplest·resr. 
is that some programs seem to have accomplished 
this relatively well. The large effect sizes are especially 
worth noting. In areas such as considering professional 
ethics and countertransference in relation to religious 
and spiritual issues, and implementing religious or spir-
itual interventions in psychotherapy (Aten, McMinn, 
& Worthington, 2011 ), the differences between ex-
plicitly Christian programs and other APA-accredited 
programs are striking. One area of professional service 
for faculty and students within explicitly Christian 
programs is to make their training methods known 
through presentations at AP A conventions and pub-
lications (e.g., McMinn et al., 2014). From the present 
study, it appears that coursework, didactics, and advis-
ing/men coring related to religious and spiritual issues 
are perceived very differently at explicitly Christian 
programs chan at ocher APA-accredited programs (all 
have effect sizes greater than 1). 
Vogel et al. (2013) observed that the most frequent 
advanced competency observed among their respon-
dents in areas of religion and spirituality pertains to 
understanding religious issues related co abnormal be-
havior. Interestingly, this advanced competency is the 
only one where a difference was not observed between 
students in explicitly Christian programs and students 
in ocher APA-accredited programs. This supports the 
concern raised by Vogel et al. that considering psycho-
pathology may be the primacy way that students in 
many APA-accredited doctoral programs are exposed 
co religion and spirituality. This would be unfortunate 
for many reasons, including the failure co see the adap-
tive and health-promoting dimensions of religion and 
spirituality (Koenig. King. & Carson, 2012). 
Another training implkacion from chis study is 
chat explicitly Christian programs appear co be expos-
ing students to relatively less diversity training in areas 
of ethnic/racial diversity and socioeconomic diversity. 
It is important to note that these programs were con-
sidered in aggregate for purposes of chis study, so it is 
possible chat some individual programs are doing bet-
ter than others in these areas of diversity training. Also, 
it is important to note that racial/ ethnic diversity re-
mains among the highest rated diversity training areas 
for students in explicitly Christian programs. This area 
of training is not being overlooked. It is worth noting 
that respondents from explicitly Christian programs 
were reporting at an earlier point in training than stu-
dents in the comparison sample. It is likely that some 
students early in training had not yet taken courses in 
multicultural diversity. Socioeconomic diversity train-
ing receives a moderate degree of attention in explicitly 
Christian programs-less than spiritual, racial/ethnic, 
and gender diversity, buc more than sexual orientation, 
age, and disabilities. In contrast, it was che among the 
highest rated forms of diversity training in Vogel et al.'s 
study, second only to ethnic/racial diversity. Reasons 
for che disparity in socioeconomic diversity training 
are less clear, and worthy of further investigation. We 
hope these findings serve as reminders to faculty in ex-
plicitly Christian programs to monitor and maintain 
excellence in all area of diversity training. including 
racial/ethnic and socioeconomic diversity. Diversity 
training requires a degree of creativity and ongoing in-
novation. Having an active diversity committee com-
prised of both faculty and students is one way to keep 
various forms of diversity training central in program 
planning and implementation. 
Limitations and Future Research 
Perhaps the most unsettling limitation of chis study 
is the reliance on student self-report. Student percep-
tions of training are presumably good markers, or at 
least ubiquitous markers insofar as most programs rely 
on student evaluations to assess faculty competency. 
Previous research has demonstrated that alumni and 
faculty perceptions of training tend to be somewhat 
more favorable than student perceptions (McMinn, 
Bearse, Heyne, & Staley, 2011; McMinn, Hill, & Grif-
fin, 2004; Vogel et al., 2013). In future studies it may 
be best to determine training acumen by including ex-
ternal markers such as the type of research being pub-
Lished at explicitly Christian programs or the type of 
patient care being provided by faculty, students, and 
alumni of these programs. 
The explicitly Christian sample had more diversity 
than the comparison sample, both in terms of ethnic 
diversity and gender diversity. Students in che explic-
itly Christian programs were also earlier in training 
than students in the comparison group. Though these 
variables were used as covariates in the analyses, it 
would be optimal to have more balanced samples for 
future studies. 
It would also be helpful to study the extent to 
which diversity training is a zero-sum endeavor. Does 
excellence in one form of diversity training necessarily 
result in less training among other forms of diversity? 
If not, can exemplary programs be identified that train 
students well in all forms of diversity, including reli-
gious and spiritual diversity? 
Conclusion 
Based on self-report information from current stu-
dents in explicitly Christian programs, it appears that 
these programs are succeeding in providing a training 
environment that considers religious and spiritual 
diversity as well as providing advanced competencies 
in working with religious and spiritual issues in clini-
cal psychology. T his is being accomplished through 
coursework, mentoring. didactics, and other supple-
mentary training opportunities. 
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